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Responses to Questions Posed by Senator Helms

Following a requést from SFRC Chairman Pell for Administration
reaction to questions posed by Senator Helms' Memorandum on the

INF Treaty, we have prepared responses drawing either

rom

previously cleared guidance or, in the case of questions not
previously addressed, from further interagency clearance. This
response takes into account interagency reactions to previous
drafts and is submitted to the NSC staff for coordination and

« Since we have had repeated requests for a
response to Senator Helms, the Department hopes that this
material can be provided to Senator Pell by Tuesday, 8 March.

final approval

Attachment:

As stated

Melvyn Levitsky
Executive Secretary
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Article II,.?ara. 1

“GLBM" is a new phrase and concept. Why has it been created by
this Treaty?

The term "ground-launched ballistic missile (GLBM)" is used in
the INF Treaty to make clear that the only nissiles covered by
the Treaty are ground-launched. This usage is consistent with
the long standing U.S. and Allied position that the INF Treaty
should not restrict missiles of any basing mode other than

ground-launched missiles.

/

' Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2013/10/25 : CIA-RDP90M00005R000300080001-5 .- . - -



Dc‘aclassified in Part - Sanitjzed Copy Approved for Release 2013/10/25 : CIA-RDP90M00005R000300080001-5

Article 11, Para. 5 & 6

The Treaty classifies missiles by maximum range. Should
missiles be classified in this manner, or by minimum range?

The Treaty classifies missiles by both maximum and minimum
range. The Treaty stipulates that an intermediate-range
missile has a range in excess of 1,000 knms but not in excess of
5500 kms and that a shorter-range missile has a range equal to

or in excess of 500 kms but not in excess of 1,000 kms.
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Answers to Helms Questions

Article 11, Para. S & 6

Are there Soviet ground-launched missiles which are capable of
use in these ranges (1000-5500 km and 500-1000 km) but which
are not covered in this treaty? '

Essentially, all strategic systems of both the Soviet Union and
the United States can perform INF missions. Indeed, the United
States has, for a number of years, dedicated a portion of its

ballistic missile submarine force to direct support of NATO.

Soviet strategic systems could do the same. The INF Treaty is
not the solution to all of NATO's military p:oblcms; but the -
agreement is a positive step in the right direction. The
Soviet Union‘piployed its theater forces for political as well
as military purposes, i.e. for political intimidation and
coercion during a crisis or conflict. The §§-20, because of
. its range, accuracy, mobility and triple warhead capability,
was particularly threatening to NATO. The Soviet Union will be
required to destroy these missiles under the INF Treaty,
resulting in fewer nuclear weapons arrayed against NATO than
there were in 1979, and fewer than there would be in the

absence of an INF Treaty.
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Article II, para 7

Could missiles conceivably be located outside these
“designated" sites?

Under the Treaty provisions, intermediate-range missiles shall
be located in deployment areas, at missile support facilities
or shall be iﬁ transit. Shorter-range missiles shall be
located at missile operating bases, at missile support
facilities or shall be in transit. An INF missile not at one
of these locations would be in violation of the Treaty. While
100 percent qertainty {s not attainable, the INF verification
regime provides confidence that a militarily significant co%grt

force could not be deployed.
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Article 11, para 7

Would "suspect" sites be covered by this definition?

No. We have long argued that the INF verification regime
should be tailored to the detailed limitations of the Treaty.
In the context of an INF agreement that would have permitted
the United States and Soviet Union to retain missiles and
launchers capable of carrying 100 warheads, the United Sttes
proposed inspection of any site in either country where such
missiles and launchers could be located -- suspect sites.
After the Soviets agreed to the long-standing United States
preference for double global zero, in July 1987, the United
States re-examined its proposals for inspections of suspect
sites. In light of the great practical difficulties from the
point of view of our laws protecting private property and the
need to protect sensitive installations and facilities, we
determined that in the context of double global zero, overall
U.S. interests were best served by a more restrictive approach
to suspect site inspections than on the basis of "anywhere,
anytime." Furthermore, the Soviets strongly resisted
"anywhere, anytime" inspections on their territory in the
context of an INF agreement. In the ensuing negotiations, the
sides eventually qgreedAto short notice inspections of formerly

declared facilities.
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The INF verification regime provides an effective deterrent to
Soviet cheating. Under the INF Treaty after all INF missile
systems were eliminated, the possession of any‘&NF nissile or
treaty-limited item would be a violation., The inspection
regime incorporated into the Treaty enhances our ability to
verify Soviet compliance. This means it would be more
difficult for the Soviets to elude detection and to cheat in a
militarily significant way. Specifically, former 88-20
facilities would be subject to inspection even if they were
converted for use as S5-25 bases:; the production facility where
§5-20's and SS-25's have been assembled will be monitored by
U.S. inspectors: and the Soviets agreed on a cooperative
measure which will enhance our Qbility to verify by NTM that

. . §S-20's are not located at S5-25 bases which are not othorwis@

subject to inspection.
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Article 1I, Para. 8
Why are "missile operating bases™ for internediatebfange
missiles covered only if located in deployment areas, while

"missile operating bases" for shorter-range missiles.are
covered regardless of where located?

Under the Treaty, intermediate-range missiles are permitted to
operate within the deployment areas defined by geographic
coordinates in the data MOU. The U.S. wished to maintain its
ability to deploy missiles throughout their deployment areas in
order to ensure the viability, effectiveness and survivability
of those missiles throughout the period of reductions. 1In
contrast, shorter-range missiles are not allowed to operate in
deployment areas, but must be located either at missile
operating bases or missile support facilities or be in transit
to an elimination facility. This more stringent restriction on
shorter-range missiles affects only Soviet forces since the US

does not deploy a shorter-range missile system.

- *
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Article II, Para. 10

. Why is the definition of “"transit® for intermediate range
missiles different from the definition of “transit® for
shorter-range missiles?

Transit is more restrictive for shorter-range missiles. They
can be moved only from an operating base or support facility to
an elimination facility. All shorter-range missiles and
launchers must be located at elimination facilities within 12
months after the Treaty enters into force and must be destroyed

within 18 months.

A”
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Article 1I, Para 11-14

Why is there a distinction between "deployment area” for
intermediate-range missiles and “operating base"” for
shorter-range missiles?

No deployment areas are provided for shorter-range missiles,
which are subject to more stringent geographical constraints
than intermediate-range missiles. Shorter-range nissiles may
be deployed only at missile operating bases. This is in U.S.

interests, since only the Soviet Union has any deployed

lhort.er-zange nissiles.
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Article I1I, para. 1l

Does either party have ground-based missiles in Europe which
are capable of intermediate-range use, but which are not among
the missiles listed here and not covered by the treaty? Can
these excluded systems serve the same functions as the systems
eliminated by the treaty?

Regardless of whether they are based in the Soviet Union, the
United States or at sea, strategic systems are not included in
the INF Treaty but can cover targets in Europe. Such Soviet
systems, however, would not have the sanme pdlitical effect on
Europe as the S5-20 since Soviet strategic systems are
perceived as threatening both the United States and Europe
while the SS-20 is viewed by many Europeans as threatening only

. Europe.
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Article IV
This Article provides for the elimination of U.S.
intermediate-range missile systems. Can this be done

constitutionally without appropriate enabling legislation being
passed by both Houses of Congress? .

Our understanding is that DOD has always maintained that it has
the authority, without any need for new legislation, to
eliminate weapons systems it no longer wishes to retain. 1In
fact, the US has been eliminating missile and other defense
systems for many years without violating the Constitution,
either for arms control reasons (such as the dismantling of
excess strategic systems) or because we no longer want to have
the system around. Furthermore, treaty provisions are the law
of the land under our Constitution, and the President would
have the right and the duty to enforce the provisions of the

INF Treaty once it is ratified, even i{f he would not otherwise

be legally able to do so.
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Article IV, para 1

This paragraph requires the parties to eliminate all
jntermediate-range missile systems as defined by the treaty.
But does this requirement actually cover all ground launched
missiles with intermediate-range capabilities possessed by the
parties in Europe? Which such missiles are exempt?

: L]

The INF Treaty obligates both sides to destroy all
ground-launched ballistic and cruise missiles with ranges of
500 kms to 5500 kms. See also answers to question on Article

III, para 1 and Article XII, para 3.
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Article 1V, para 1

Will the warheads associated with the missile systems covered
by the treaty also be destroyed? If not, what can the parties
do with these warheads?

No, the INF Treaty obligates both sides to destroy INF
missiles, launchers and their support equipment and structures,
not nuclear warhead devices. By destroying the means of
delivering INF missile nuclear warhead devices, the Treaty will

remove the military threat posed by them.

-- For a number of reasons, the US determined that it would
not be in our interest to eliminate the nuclear warhead devices

themselves.

~- Verifying the elimination of nuclear warhead devices (not
to mention the production of new ones) raises formidable
technical challenges and difficult security issues. Intrusive
verification measures could disclose sensitive nuclear weapons

information to the Soviet Union.

-- Finally, the nuclear warhead devices contain costly and

scarce resources which it would be imprudent to destroy.
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-= It was agreed at the washington Ministerial in September
1987 that nuclear warhead devices and guidance elements would
be removed from the front section of a missile and returned to

national authorities. The missile ‘front section itself, minus

the nuclear warhead devices and guidance elements, would then

be destroyed.
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Article IV, Para. 1l

How many warheads (in numbers and explosive power) will the
parties remove from the missiles covered by the Treaty?

The sides will remove the warheads from all deployed missiles
as listed in the Memorandum of Understanding on Data prior to
initiating the elimination procedure. Megatonage was not one

of the issues negotiated by the Parties in INF.
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Article IV, Para 1l

1 from
there anything in the treaty to prevent the Soviets
;:acing ttho waghoado on ICBMs targeted at the United States?
: or on other missiles targeted at Western Europe?

There is nothing in the Treaty to prevent both the Unitgd
States and the Soviet Union from using these warheads for other

missiles.
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Article IV, Para. 1

Do the parties have any support structures and equipment which
are not in the MOU?

The MOU includes unique support structures and equipment which
are used to support and d-oploy intermediate-range or
shorter-range missiles or launchers. Other types of
non-essential structures and equipment, such as general purpose

buildings, are not included in the MOU.
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Article 1V, Para 1l

Are there[::jfacilitic- associated with the S5-20 which the , STAT
) Soviets have failed to declare?

The answer to this question if classified. We would be happy

to provide you with the information in the appropriate form.
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Article IV, Para. 2(a)

How many launchers of deployed intermediate-range ii.siles is
"the amount capable of carrying out nissiles considered to
carry 171 warheads?"

The number of launchers will depend on the mix of systems. For
example, the US GLCM launcher is capable of carrying four
missiles, each with a single warhead, and the U.8. Pershing II
launcher is capable of carrying one missile with a single
warhead. Thus, the number of launchers the U.S. will have at
the.end of the initial 29 month period of reductions is

dependent on the mix of PIIs and GLCMs we have at that time.
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Article IV, Para. 2(a)

How many deployed intermediate-range missiles is "the number
considered to carry 180 warheads?”

The number of missiles will depend upon the number of warheads
associated with the different types of missile systems. On the
US side, all INF missiles carry a single warhead. On the
Soviet side, §5-20 missiles are considered to carry three
warheads while the other Soviet INF nissiles are considered to

carry a single warhead.

o
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Article 1V, Para. 2(a)

Why is there a difference in number between deployed
intermediate-range launchers (171) and missiles (180)?

The numerical difference between deployed intermediate-range
launchers and missiles results from our requirement to maintain
operational nisoile spares to support our deployed INF missile

force.

’
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Article IV, Para. 2(a)

How many intermediate-range jaunchers is “"the amount capable of
carrying missiles considered to carry 200 warheads?"

. As with deployed intermediate-range launchers, the aggregate
number of deployed and non-deployed launchers of
intermediate-range missiles considered to carry 200 warheads
depends upon the mix of missile systems in each Party's INF

force 29 months after the Treaty enters into force.

/7
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Article 1V, Para. 2(a)

How many missiles is “"the number considered to carry 200
warheads?"

As with deployed intermediate-range missiles, the aggregate
number of deployed and non-deployed missiles considered to
carry 200 warheads depends upon the mix of missile systems in
each Party's INF force 29 months after the Treaty enters into

force.

S
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Article IV, Para. 2 (@)

What are the reasons why the ratio of GLBMs to total missiles
in the first phase should not exceed the initial ratio?

The Treaty provides for steep asymmetric reductions on the part
of the Soviet Union. After 29 months the -idel will be at
equal warhead levels. The provision explicitly allows the U.S.
to retain Pershing II missiles and launchers throughout the
elimination period (the Soviets had sought to force the U.S. to
eliminate its PII force early in the reductions period). The
U.S. can maintain its PII force at the same percentage level of
the total U.S. INF missile force at the end of the first (29

month) stage of reductions as it had on 1 November 1987.
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Article V
This Article provides for the elimination of US shorter-range
missile systems. Can this be done constitutionally without

cnablin? legislation passed by both Houses of Congress? (see
Art. IV

Our undotntandiné il.that DOD has always maintained that it has
the authority, without any need for new legislation, to
eliminate weapons systems it no longer wishes to retain. 1In
fact, the US has been eliminating missile and other defense
systems for many years without violating the Constitution,
either for arms control reasons (such as the dismantling of
excess strategic systems) or because we no longer want to have
tﬁc system around. Purthermozg, treaty provisiop- are the law
of the land under our Constitution, and the President would
- have the right and the duty to enforce the provisions of the
INF Treaty once it is ratified, even if he would not otherwise

be legally able to do so.
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Article V, Para. 1

Does this section cover all ground-launched missiles with
shorter-range capabilities possessed by the parties in Burope?
If not, what missiles with such capabilities are exempt?

Both the U.S. and Soviet Union have ground-launched missles in
Europe with ranges shorter than those covered by the Treaty.

All ground-launched missiles with ranges below 500 km are

exempt .
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Article VvV, Para. 1

Does either party possess support equipment not listed in the
MOU? ’

The support equipment for shorter-range missiles listed in the
MOU is equipment unique to the shorter-range missile systems

covered by the INF Treaty. It does not include equipment which

is not unique to those missile systems.
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Article Vv, Para. 2

wWhy is there a aifference in time for the removal of deployed
and non-deployed missiles (90 days v 12 n0s8.)?

In order to ensure that shorter-range mnissile systems are
removed from operational status #s rapidly as possible after
entfy into force, the Treaty requires that deployed
shorter-range missiles and all deployed and non-deployed
launchers of such missiles be moved to elimination facilities

within 90 days after entry into force of the Treaty.

To further degrade their operational capability, the Treaty
requires that there be separate ciinination facilities for °
'lhott.t-tangt missiles and launchers, no less than 1000 kms

. apart. Given these restrictions, the U.S. agreed to allow the
Soviets an additional 9 months to move th@i: numerous
non-deployed missiles to elimination sites as without launchers

these missiles posed little threat to NATO's security.

4
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Article V, Para. 3

Why must elimination facilities be separated by 1000 km?

The separation of missile and launcher facilities was a U.S.
proposal designed to ensure that shorter-range systems lose
their operational capability and military effectiveness as soon
as they are moved into elimination facilities. Separation by
the substantial distance of 1000 kms would make the
reconstitution of an SRM force logistically difficult and

ensure high confidence of detection.
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Article VvV, Para. 3

Are the elimination facilities for intcrnediato-raﬁgo missiles
also subject to this 1000 km requirement?

No. The US proposed, and the Soviets eventually accepted, more
rapid and stringent elimination procedures for shorter-range

missile systems than for intermediate-range missile systems.

/3
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Article VI, Para. 1

Why are launches of intermediate-range missiles not prohibited,
as is the case with shorter-range nissiles?

The US favored other methods of missile elimination over
launching, but agreed to allow jaunches of a limited number of
intermediate-range missiles (100) during a brief time span (the
f£irst six months of the reductions period). The Soviets
maintained that a certain number of their much larger force of
intermediate-range missiles needed to be eliminated by launch
in order to eliminate that force within the 3-year period

proposed by the US.

/7
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Article VI, Para. 1l

Q. Are the launches of intermediate-range missiles permitted
only for the purpose of elimination?

Yes.
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Article VI, Para. 1

How do "launches" which are permitted for intermediate-range
missiles differ from "flight-tests" which are prohibited, and
how can we verify this distinction?

The Elimination Protocol contains detailed provisions for the
conduct of launches for purpose of elimination. These
provisions include, for example, a prohibition against
transmission or recovery of data except for unencrypted data
for range safety purposes. In any case, given the limited
number of permitted launchers for elimination (100 IRMs), the
tightlf constrained time period (only the first 6 months after
EIF) and the baﬁ on telemetry broadcast for flight-testing
purposes, launches for elimination would have little utility as
substitutes for flight-tests. Our monitoring capabilities and
rights to on-site inspection will allow us to determine whether
a launch for elimination has been used as a prohibited flight

test.
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Article VI, para 2

This paragraph provides the exception to para 1 "provided that
the party does not produce any such similar stage", Why is
there this restriction? r

Ly g

The Soviets advised us that the first stage of the‘ss?zs (which {
has a range capability greater than 5500 kilometers and is thus
not covered by the INF Treaty) is outwardly similar to the
§5-20 first stage. As a result, there is a provision in the
Treaty that permits the production of one stage (the §5-25
first stage) that is outwardly similar to, but not
interchangeable with, a first stage of a banned missile (the
§5-20 first stage). At the same time, a Party may not produce
"any other stage which is outwardly s;nilar to, but not
interchangeable with, any other stage of an existing type of °
- intermediate-range GLBM." This provision prevents the Soviets
from producing 85-20's under the guise of two "outwardly

similar” stages.
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Article VI, Para. 2

What "type of GLBM" uses a stage outwardly similar to, but not
interchangeable with, a stage of a GLBM covered under this
treaty? (for each party)?

The Soviet $S-25 missile.
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Article VI, Para. 2

Why are the parties permitted to produce these nearly identical
stages?

The INF Treaty does not limit missiles with ranges below 500
‘xms. or above 5500 kms., thus it does not 1imit Soviet ICBMs.
The references in Article VI to a stage "outwardly similax to,
but not interchangeable with" a stage of an intermediate-range
missile take into account the outward similarity between the
tirst stage of the §5-20 and the first stage of the 88-25. This
similarity resulted in the stringent verification provisions '
including'pottal monitoring in the Treaty to help ensure thﬁ}
§5-20's are not produced under the guise of 88-25's. All S88-25
missiles exiting the Votkinsk facility will be subjected to

stringent oxamihation.
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Article VI, Para. 2

Can these nearly identical stages be used for the same purposes
as the stages eliminated by the treaty?

No. They cannot be used as stages on missiles eliminated under

the terms of the Treaty.
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Article VI, Para 2

How do we verify that the stages permitted to be produced by
this paragraph are indeed *not interchangeable” with stages
prohibited from production by this treaty? oo
Our principle aim under the paragraph is to ensurz that while
the Soviets continue to produce the §S-25 ICBM, they are not
secretly producing SS-20s under the guise of 8s-25s. The
monitoring procedures established by the Treaty at the §s-25
final assembly facility at Votkinsk, the on-site inspection
regime at all former SS-20 bases converted to §5-25 bases,
enhanced NTM at other §S-25 bases, our basic NTM capabilities,
and the zero level environment all combine to help ensure that
§5-20 production has indeed ceased. The Soviets volunteered
adding the phrase "not interchangedble™ after we called them oh
the 'ouéwa:dly gimilar"” problem.' We accepted the addition of
+ the phrase as a further limiting factor on Soviet activity but
our major emphasis for insuring the non existence of S5-20s is

the above listed elements of our verification regime.
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Article VI, Para. 2

Could warheads be removed from missiles to be eliminated under
this treaty be reloaded onto this other *type of GLBM?"

Both the U.S. and Soviet Union can remove nuclear warhead
devices from missles to be eliminated under this Treaty and use
them for other purposes. They cannot, however, be simply

"reloaded” onto another GLBM.
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Article VII, Para. 1l

How do we know what's been “flight-tested or deployed?”

NTM are used to determine whether a ballistic or cruise missile

has been flight-tested or deployed.
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Article VII, Para. 1

Which missiles are effectively covered under this paragraph,
and which are not?

For purposes of the INF Treaty, the missiles covered by this
paragraph are.thou 1isted in Article III. Exceptions are
provideda for GLBMs which are developed solely to intercept
objects not located on earth (para. 3, Art. Vi), R&D booster
systems (para. 12, Art. Vii) or IRMs or SRMs that have been

tested but not deployed (para. 6, Art. X).
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Article V1I, Para. 2

Should this paragraph cover all GLBMs and GLCMs possessed by
the parties in Europe with intermediate- or shorter-range
“capability?”

The paragraph covers all GLBMs an;i GLCMs with a range between
500 and 5,500 km, that is, all INF missiles. It does not cover
systems with a range greater than 5, 500 km but which could be
fired to a distance below 5, 500 km. Such systems are covered

in the START negotiations.
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Article VII, Para. 3

How can we tell which GLBM's have been developed and tested
solely for interception purposes?

These systems must have been developed and tested solely for
intercepting objects off the surface of the earth. NTM will

provide the means of detection.
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Articlq vil, Para. 3

As this paragraph exempts GLBMs developed and tested solely for
interception purposes, is there anything to stop the Soviets

~ from modifying 68-4, 85-20, §S-12 or §5-23 missiles and

" claiming them to be interceptors exempt from elimination?

The Treaty requires the Soviets to elininate‘all existing INF
missiles and prohibits further production. These include the
ss-4, §S-20, §5-12 and 8§8-23 missiles. There is no provision
in the Treaty to permit modification of these missiles. The
Soviet Union, as does the U.S., has systems designed and
developed solely as interceptors which are exempted by this

provision.
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Article VII, Para. 4

Does this method of determining the missiles to be. covered by
this Treaty exempt any ground based missile systems located in
Europe which have intermediate- or shorter-range capabilities?

No. This provision is designed to eliminate debate over
whether any future system which might be developed is an INF
system by establishing the criteria of maximum tested range.

Thus this article does not exempt any IRM or SRM.
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Article VII, Para. 5 & 6

Are the "maximum number of warheads as provided in the MOU" the
actual maximum that can be carried by the respective GLBMs and
GLCMs?

It is the maximum number of warheads for which the missile has

been tested.
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‘Article VII, Para. 8

Are SS-25 launchers capable of launching §5-20 missiles, and
would such a capability bring §S-25 launchers under this treaty?

Only if a launcher has contained, launched or been tested with
an INF GLBM or GLCM is it limited by the INF Treaty. To our
knowledge, no §S-25 launchers has contained, launched or been

tested with an INF missile.
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Article VII, Para. 10

This para provides for the counting of missiles covered by the
treaty. Will there be confusion with "similar but not
interchangeable"” stages exempted under Art VI, para 27

No, Soviet missiles are not normally stored or moved in
separate stages. We do not anticipate that Soviet missiles, in
particular the §S-25, will appear outside their final assembly
facility other than in canisters. Conlcéuently the 85-25's
first stage which is “outwardly similar but not
interchangeable” with the §S-20 first stage likely will not be

observed as an individual missile stage.

Y
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Article VII, Para. 10

How can we tell if a canister contains a GLBM and wbethez it is
a GLBM covered by the treaty?

If a missile is stored or moved in a canister, e.g. the Soviet
§S-20, the canister "counts” as a missile. If we see an 85-20
canister, it is equivalent to seeing the missile -~ unless the
Soviets "prove to the satisfaction of the other Party" that it

does not contain an 88-20.
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Article VII, Para. 11

Which particular missile systems will be exempted by this
paragraph?

The U.S. wanted this provision in order to permit ground-based
testing of items not subject to the treaty, such as SLBMs and

SLCMs .
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Article VI, Para. 11

How can we determine which Soviet missiles are "intended” and
which are "not intended" to be ground-based for the purpose of
jdentifying exempted nissile systems?

The Treaty article does not use the language "intended" or "not
intended.” The provision was sought by the U.S. to permit
continued testing of U.S. pissiles, e.g., SLCM, in accordance
with our existing programs. NTM will be used to confirm that
.cuc‘h launchers are used only at test sites for legitimate test

purposes.
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Article VII, Para. 1l

What functionally related features will distinguish
test-launchers from ground-based missile launchers?

The test-launcher is a land-based fixed launcher used solely

for test purposes.
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Article VII, Para. 11

Does the paragraph effectively permit the Soviets to deploy
SLCMs at land-based launchers, and if so, how will the
capabilities of these SLCMs differ in capabilities from cruise
missiles prohibited under the treaty?

As the launchers permitted under this article are only fixed
launchers at test sites, no missile on such a launcher would be
mobile. We do not anticipate that either side will require
more than a small number of missiles at such test sites at any

one time.
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Article VII, Para. 12

How do "booster stages” differ from missile stages prohibited
under this treaty?

To help verify that booster system launches are not used
illegally for INF flight-testing, the following limitations are

placed on R&kD booster systems:

-= gtages used in booster systems must be different from stages

used in INF missiles listed in Article III of the Treaty.

-= booster systems must be used only for research and .
. development purposes to test objects other than the booster

systems themselves;

== the aggregate number of launchers for booster systems must

not exceed 35 for each side at any one time;

-= the launchers of booster systems must be fixed, emplaced
above ground and located only at research and dcvclopment'

launch sites that are listed in the MOU:

-- no new types of stages for booster systems in the INF range

band may be produced; and

—

-- notification of launches must be given ten days in advance.
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